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James Davis appeals the district court’s! judgnent
ordering the forfeiture of his real property to the
governnent, pursuant to 21 U S.C 8§ 881(a)(7), and
rejecting his innocent-owner defense.

Evi dence presented at the bench trial--and credited
by the district court--showed that Davis’s brother L.C.
was a |arge-scale drug deal er operating out of a house
Davis owned, and that it was obvious to an ordinary
person the property was used for drugs, based on the
extensive foot traffic and the presence of hone-
protection devices typically used by |arge-scale drug

deal ers. The district court concluded, and we agree,
t hat the governnent established probabl e cause that the
property was used for a prohibited purpose. We al so

agree that Davis failed to establish his entitlenent to
an i nnocent-owner defense. See 21 U S.C 8§ 881(a)(7) (no
property shall be forfeited “to the extent of an interest
of an owner, by reason of any act or om ssion established
by that owner to have been commtted or omtted w thout
the know edge or consent of that owner”); Sawheny v.
Pioneer H -Bred Int’l, Inc., 93 F.3d 1401, 1407 (8th Gir.
1996) (Il egal conclusions reviewed de novo, facts revi ewed
for clear error); United States v. 3639 2nd St., N.E.,
869 F.2d 1093, 1095 (8th CGr. 1989) (once governnent
est abl i shes probable cause that property was used for
prohi bited purpose, owner nust denonstrate that property
was not subject to forfeiture or that defense applies).
Al though Davis did not live in the house, he was a
frequent visitor, and his testinony denyi ng know edge of
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the drug activities was not credited by the trial court.
His know edge of such activities, coupled wth his
adm ssion that L.C. would have left the house if asked,
supports the district court’s conclusion that Davis failed
to show L. C. acted wi thout Davis’s know edge or consent.

Accordingly, after careful review of the record and
the argunents nmade by the parties, we affirmthe judgnent
of the district court. W deny all pending notions.
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